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DECISION
FERRER-FLORES, J.:

Before this Court is the Amended Petition for Review filed on
September 15, 2020 praying for the issuance of a tax credit certificate in the
amount of $3,100,000.00,' allegedly representing petitioner’s erroneously
paid excise tax.?

THE PARTIES

Petitioner SL. Harbor Bulk Terminal Corporation is a domestic
corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of Philippine laws,
duly registered with the Bureau of Internal Revenue (BIR) Revenue District
Office (RDO) No. 29, and with principal office at Block 4 Lots 10 and 11,
Manila Harbor Center, North Harbor, Barangay 128, Zone 10, Tondo,
Manila.®> It is engaged in the business of handling, storing, distributing,
importing, selling and marketing of petroleum products, petroleum products

' Amended Petition for Review, Docket — Vol. 111, pp. 862 to 880.
2 Summary of the Case, Pre-Trial Order dated September 29, 2021, Docket — Vol. IV, p. 368.
3 Par. 2(a), Joint Stipulation of Facts and Issues (JSFI), Docket — Vol. IV, p. 1394.
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mixed with fuel additives, ethanol fuel grade products, and coco methyl ester
(cme), and of blending and/or manufacturing of blended fuel oil grades.*

Respondent Commissioner of Internal Revenue (CIR) is the duly
appointed Commissioner of the BIR, vested under appropriate laws with the
authority to carry out the functions, duties, and responsibilities of his office,
including the authority to refund and/or credit taxes under Section 204 of the
National Internal Revenue Code (NIRC) of 1997, as amended.®

ANTECEDENTS (ADMINISTRATIVE LEVEL)

On January 20, 2020, petitioner filed an Administrative Claim for Tax
Credit with Revenue District Officer Teresita R. Lumayag of RDO No. 29,
Manila, covering excise taxes paid for the first quarter of 2018.”

PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THIS COURT
On January 24, 2020, petitioner filed a Petition for Review.?

Thereafter, petitioner filed a Motion to Admit Amended Petition for
Review’ on February 18, 2020 attaching therewith its Amended Petition for
Review,'® which primarily amends, among others, the amount of excise tax
claimed for refund from £13,361,877.50 to £12,347,485.00.

On February 26, 2020, respondent filed a Motion for Extension of Time
to File Answer,!' which the Court granted in the Order dated March 2, 2020.'2
Respondent then filed his Answer on March 12, 2020."3

In the Resolution dated July 10, 2020,'* the Court granted petitioner’s
Motion to Admit Amended Petition for Review and admitted the Amended
Petition for Review and, consequently, granted respondent a fifteen (15)-day
period to file his Amended Answer to the Amended Petition for Review. “\

4 Exhibit “30”, Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1557 to 1564.
5 Republic Act (R.A.) No. 8424, as amended.

¢ Par. 2(b), JSFI, Docket — Vol. IV, p. 1394,

7 Par. 2(c), JSFI, Docket — Vol. IV, p. 1395.

8 Docket—Vol. I, pp. 6 to 21,

®  Docket - Vol. II, pp. 403 to 406.

10 Docket — Vol. 11, pp. 407 to 424,

' Docket - Vol. II, pp. 842 to 844.

12 Docket — Vol. III, p. 845.

B Docket — Vol. I, pp. 846 to 852.

'* Resolution dated July 10, 2020, Docket ~ Vol. III, pp. 855 to 856.
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2021.28 Prior thereto, petitioner and respondent filed their Pre-Trial Briefs on
March 22, 2021% and March 23, 2021, respectively.

On July 27, 2021, the Court received the parties’ Joint Stipulations of
Facts and Issues, filed via accredited courier,’! which was approved and
adopted by the Court in the Pre-Trial Order dated September 29, 2021,%
thereby deeming the termination of the Pre-Trial.

Trial then ensued, with both parties presenting and offering their
respective documentary and testimonial evidence.

Petitioner offered the testimonies of the following individuals, namely:
(1) Ms. Shiela Mary A. Ahing,*® petitioner’s Finance Manager; (2) Mr.
Christian Ivan R. Requinta,?* petitioner’s Trading Head; (3) Ms. Jenny V.
Catriz,® petitioner’s Billing Head; and, (4) Ms. Ma. Alma C. Sese,* the
Court-commissioned Independent Certified Public Accountant (ICPA).*’

The Report of the said ICPA was posted on December 1, 2021.%®

On April 4, 2022, petitioner filed its Formal Offer of Evidence,*® to
which respondent filed his Comment/Opposition [Re: Petitioner’s Formal
Offer of Evidence dated 04 April 2022] on May 13, 2022.40 In the Resolution
dated June 7, 2022,*! the Court admitted petitioner’s offered exhibits, except

for: \

28 Notice of Resetting dated May 17, 2021, Docket — Vol. III, p. 1338; Minutes of the hearing held on, and
Order dated, July 5, 2021, Docket — Vol. 111, pp. 1339, and 1342, respectively.

¥ Ppetitioner’s Pre-Trial Brief, Docket — Vol. 111, pp. 1139 to 1154.

30 Respondent’s Pre-Trial Brief, Docket — Vol. I, pp. 1331 to 1336.

31 Docket— Vol. IV, pp. 1362 to 1365.

32 Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1368 to 1374,

33 Exhibit “P-19”, Docket — Vol. III, pp. 1237 to 1252; Minutes of the hearing held on, and Order dated,
March 14, 2022, Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1499 to 1501.

34 Exhibit “P-20”, Docket — Vol. I, pp. 1283 to 1292; Minutes of the hearing held on, and Order dated,
March 14, 2022, Docket - Vol. IV, pp. 1499 to 1501.

33 Exhibit “P-21", Docket — Vol. III, pp. 1300 to 1309; Minutes of the hearing held on, and Order dated,
March 14, 2022, Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1499 to 1501.

3¢ Exhibit “P-28”, Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1478 to 1494; Minutes of the hearing held on, and Order dated,
February 21, 2022, Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1496 to 1497; Minutes of the hearing held on, and Order dated,
March 14, 2022, Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1499 to 1501.

37 Order dated October 6, 2021, Docket — Vol. IV, p. 1399.

38 Exhibit “P-29”, Docket — Vol. TV, pp. 1465 to 1473 (Attached to Compliance dated December 1, 2021,
Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1461 to 1463).

3 Docket— Vol. IV, pp. 1502 to 1519.

40 Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1731 to 1733.

41" Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1736 to 1739.
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1. Exhibits “P-17, “P-1-17, “P-2” and “P-2-1”, “P-12”, “P-12-
17, “P-16”, “P-16-17, “P-16-2”, “P-17”, and “P-17-1", for
failure to present the original for comparison; and,

2. Exhibits “P-33-2.1” and “P-33-3.4”, for failure to correspond,
as the documents marked were very blurred that it cannot be

determined whether it is the same document described in the
Formal Offer of Evidence.

For his part, respondent presented the testimony of Revenue Officer
Loreto P. Tilbe, Jr.*?

On June 24, 2022, petitioner posted its Omnibus Motion (Re:
Resolution dated 07 June 2022),* to which respondent filed his
Comment/Opposition [Re: Petitioner’s Omnibus Motion dated 24 June 2022]
on September 19, 2022.4

On the other hand, on July 5, 2022, respondent filed his Formal Offer
of Evidence,* to which petitioner filed its Comment/Objection (Re: Formal
Offer of Evidence dated 04 July 2022)* on July 25, 2022. In the Resolution
dated September 12, 2022,%” the Court admitted respondent’s offered exhibits,
except for Exhibits “R-1” and “R-2”, for failure to submit the duly marked
exhibits.

Respondent then filed his Omnibus Motion [Re: Respondent’s Formal
Offer of Evidence] on October 3, 2022, without petitioner’s comment despite
due notice.*

In the Resolution dated March 6, 2023, the Court, inter alia:

(1) granted petitioner’s Omnibus Motion;

(2) admitted Exhibits “P-1”, “P-1-17", “P-2” and “P-2-17, “P-12”, “P-
12-17, “P-167, “P-16-17, “P-16-2”, “P-17”, “P-17-1", “P-33-2.1”
and “P-33-3.4”;

\

‘2 Exhibit “R-6” and “R-7”, Docket — Vol. II, pp. 1316 to 1321; Minutes of the hearing held on and Order
dated June 13, 2022, Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1740 to 1741.

4 Docket - Vol. IV, pp. 1758 to 1765.

# Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1815 to 1820.

# Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1747 to 1750.

% Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1805 to 1808.

47 Docket— Vol. TV pp. 1813 to 1814.

“® Docket - Vol. IV, pp. 1823 to 1825

4 Records Verification Report dated January 10, 2023 issued by the Judicial Records Division of this Court,
Docket — Vol. IV, p. 1843.

% Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1845 to 1857.
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registered with the Subic Bay Metropolitan Authority (SBMA) and Philippine
Economic Zone Authority (PEZA).

Respondent’s counter-arguments:>

Respondent contends that petitioner’s administrative and judicial
claims for tax credit are filed beyond the prescriptive period, thus, the Court
has no jurisdiction over the instant petition; that, assuming arguendo that the
Court has jurisdiction over the instant petition, the excise tax paid by
petitioner is not erroneously or illegally collected; that petitioner is not entitled
to its claim for refund; and that petitioner is not the proper party to claim for
tax refund.

THE COURT’S RULING

The Amended Petition for Review must be denied for lack of merit.

The Court has jurisdiction over the
present petition; the administrative
and judicial claims were timely filed.

Respondent argues that this Court has no jurisdiction over the instant
petition on the basis that premature invocation of court’s intervention is fatal
to petitioner’s cause of action, considering respondent was not given sufficient
time to determine the propriety of petitioner’s claim. He further points out that
the Amended Petition for Review, which was filed on September 15, 2020, is
treated as an entirely new petition for review, thus, petitioner’s claim for
refund was filed beyond the two (2) year prescriptive period.

On the other hand, petitioner contends otherwise, claiming that its
administrative and judicial claims for tax credit were timely filed.

We agree with petitioner.

Sections 204(C) and 229 of the NIRC of 1997, as amended, read:

SEC. 204. Authority of the Commissioner to Compromise/Abate and
Refund or Credit Taxes. — The Commissioner may —

%8 Respondent’s Memorandum, Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1901 to 1916,
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XXX XXX XXX

(C) Credit or refund taxes erroneously or illegally received or
penalties imposed without authority, refund the value of internal revenue
stamps when they are returned in good condition by the purchaser, and, in
his discretion, redeem or change unused stamps that have been rendered
unfit for use and refund their value upon proof of destruction. No credit or
refund of taxes or penalties shall be allowed unless the taxpayer files in
writing with the Commissioner a claim for credit or refund within two
(2) years after the payment of the tax or penalty: Provided, however, that
areturn filed showing an overpayment shall be considered as a written claim
for credit or refund.

XXX XXX XXX

SEC. 229. Recovery of Tax Erroneously or lllegally Collected. — No
suit or proceeding shall be maintained in any court for the recovery of any
national internal revenue tax hereafter alleged to have been
erroneously or illegally assessed or collected, or of any penalty claimed
to have been collected without authority, or of any sum alleged to have
been excessively or in any manner wrongfully collected, until a claim for
refund or credit has been duly filed with the Commissioner; but such suit or
proceeding may be maintained, whether or not such tax, penalty, or sum has
been paid under protest or duress.

In any case, no such suit or proceeding shall be filed after the
expiration of two (2) years from the date of payment of the tax or
penalty regardless of any supervening cause that may arise after
payment: Provided, however, That the Commissioner may, even without a
written claim therefor, refund or credit any tax, where on the face of the
return upon which payment was made, such payment appears clearly to
have been erroneously paid. (Emphasis supplied)

The above-stated provisions are clear: within two (2) years from the
date of payment of tax, the claimant must first file an administrative claim
with respondent before filing its judicial claim with the courts of law. Both
claims, however, must be filed within a two (2)-year reglementary period.
Timeliness of the filing of the claim is mandatory and jurisdictional, and thus,
the Court cannot take cognizance of a judicial claim for refund filed either
prematurely or out of time. It is worthy to stress that, as for the judicial claim,
tax law even explicitly provides that it be filed within two (2) years from
payment of the tax “regardless of any supervening cause that may arise after
payment.”>

Moreover, the foregoing provisions allow the recovery of taxes
erroneously or illegally collected. An “erroneous or illegal tax” is defined as
one levied without statutory authority, or upon property not subject to

% Commissioner of Internal Revenue vs. San Miguel Corporation, etseq., G.R. Nos. 180740 and 180910,
November 11, 2019.
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(A) Persons Liable. — Excise taxes on imported articles shall be
paid by the owner or importer to the Customs Officers, conformably
with the regulations of the Department of Finance and before the
release of such articles from the customhouse, or by the person who is
found in possession of articles which are exempt from excise taxes other
than those legally entitled to exemption.

XXX XXX XXX

SEC. 135, Petroleum Products Sold to International Carriers and
Exempt Entities or Agencies. — Petroleum products sold to the following
are exempt from excise tax:

(a) xxx
(b) XXX

(c) Entities which are by law exempt from direct and
indirect taxes.

Based on the foregoing provisions, and the earlier discussion on
prescription, the following are the basic requirements for the entitlement to
the claim for refund or issuance of tax credit certificate:

1. That petitioner’s claim was filed within the two-year
prescriptive period as provided for under Sections 204(C)
and 229 of the NIRC of 1997;

2. That the entity to which the petitioner sold the petroleum
products is an entity exempt by law from indirect and
direct taxes; and,

3. That petitioner is the statutory taxpayer and actually paid
the claimed excise taxes on the same petroleum products
sold to the exempt entity.

In Chevron Philippines, Inc. vs. Commissioner of Internal Revenue
(Chevron),” the Supreme Court held that excise tax paid by the statutory
taxpayer on petroleum products sold to any of the entities or agencies named
in Section 135 of the NIRC of 1997, as amended, exempt from excise tax is
deemed illegal or erroneous, to wit:

Excise tax on petroleum products is essentially a tax on property,
the direct liability for which pertains to the statutory taxpayer (i.e.,
manufacturer, producer or importer). Any excise tax paid by the statutory
taxpayer on petroleum products sold to any of the entities or agencies

 G.R.No. 210836, September 1, 2015. \
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named in Section 135 of the National Internal Revenue Code (NIRC)
exempt from excise tax is deemed illegal or erroneous; and should be
credited or refunded to the payor pursuant to Section 204 of the NIRC.
This is because the exemption granted under Section 135 of the NIRC
must be construed in favor of the property itself, that is, the petroleum
products. (Emphasis supplied)

In addition, as clarified by the Supreme Court in Pilipinas Shell
Petroleum Corporation vs. Commissioner of Internal Revenue,’ considering
that the status of the petroleum products as tax-exempt solidifies upon the sale
to any of the entities enumerated under Section 135, any excise taxes which
were previously paid thereon would then be considered as “erroneously or
illegally collected,” and therefore, subject to refund. It was further held
therein that the tax exemption under Section 135 of the NIRC of 1997, as
amended, must correspondingly benefit the one who actually bears the
liability to pay the same (i.e., the importers/manufacturers of petroleum
products sold to international carriers, among others), and not the one who

simply bears the economic burden thereof (i.e., the purchasers of the products,
such as international carriers).

Inasmuch as the first requirement has already been established, we shall
proceed with the second requirement for the entitlement to the claim for
refund or issuance of tax credit certificate.

Only a portion of the subject petroleum
products were sold to a duly registered
PEZA entity _exempt by law from
indirect and direct taxes.

To recall, petitioner allegedly sold BFO and SFO to tax-exempt entities
who are purportedly SBMA and PEZA-registered entities.

In relation thereto, Section 12(c) of Republic Act (R.A.) No. 7227, as
amended by R.A. No. 9400, provides for the tax exemption of SBMA-
registered entities:

SEC. 12. Subic Special Economic Zone. — XXX

XXX XXX XXX \

7 G.R.No. 211303, June 15, 2021.

5 An Act Accelerating the Conversion of Military Reservations Into Other Productive Uses, Creating the
Bases Conversion and Development Authority for the Purpose, Providing Funds Therefor and for Other
Purpose.

" An Act Amending Republic Act No. 7227, As Amended, Otherwise Known As The Bases Conversion
And Development Act Of 1992, And For Other Purposes.
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(c) The provision of existing laws, rules and regulations to
the contrary notwithstanding, no national and local taxes shall be
imposed within the Subic Special Economic Zone. In lieu of said
taxes, a five percent (5%) tax on gross income earned shall be paid
by all business enterprises within the Subic Special Economic
Zone and shall be remitted as follows: three percent (3%) to the
National Government, and two percent (2%) to the Subic Bay
Metropolitan Authority (SBMA) for distribution to the local
government units affected by the declaration of and contiguous to the
zone... (Emphasis supplied)

Moreover, Sections 3(h) and 21 of the Implementing Rules and
Regulations (IRR) of R.A. No. 7227,”7 provide:

Sec. 3. Definitions. For purposes of these Rules these terms shall be
understood to have the following meanings:

XXX XXX XXX

h. Certificate of Registration — refers to the certificate issued by
the SBMA representing the registration of the business entity as an SBF
Enterprise.

XXX XXX XXX

Sec. 21. Effect of Issuance of Certificates. — Issuance of the
Certificate of Registration or Residency to an SBF Enterprise or Resident,
respectively, shall entitle and subject the business enterprise or resident
to all the benefits and obligations under the Act and these Rules, and
other regulations that may be promulgated by the SBMA, subject to the
provisions of Section 5 and 13 hereof. (Emphasis and underscoring
supplied)

Based on the foregoing, entities within the Subic Special Economic
Zone (SSEZ) enjoy national and local tax exemption. Such exemption,
however, takes effect only uponthe SBMA'’s issuance of a Certificate of
Registration or Certificate of Registration and Tax Exemption (CRTE) to a
business enterprise within the SSEZ. In other words, it is only at the date of
issuance of the Certificate of Registration or CRTE, which represents the
registration of the concerned business enterprise, will the latter be entitled to
the tax exemption granted under R.A. No. 7227, as amendeck\

77 Rules And Regulations to Implement Republic Act No. 7916, Otherwise Known as "The Special
Economic Zone Act Of 1995", May 17, 1995.
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On the other hand, Section 24 of R.A. No. 7916,78 as amended by R.A.

No. 8748, provides for the tax exemption of PEZA-registered entities as
follows:

SEC. 24. Exemption from National and Local Taxes. — Except for
real property taxes on land owned by developers, no taxes, local and
national, shall be imposed on business establishments operating within
the ECOZONE. In lieu thereof, five percent (5%) of the gross income
earned by all business enterprises within the ECOZONE shall be paid
and remitted as follows:

(a) Three percent (3%) to the National Government;

(b) Two percent (2%) which shall be directly remitted by the
business establishments to the treasurer’s office of the municipality or city
where the enterprise is located. (Emphasis supplied)

Relative thereto, Section 2 of Rule I and Sections 2 and 5 of Rule XIII

of the IRR of R.A. No. 7916% provides for the registration and entitlement to
incentives of PEZA-registered entities:

PART I
General Provisions

RULE I
Definitions and Basic Guidelines

XXX XXX XXX
s. "Certificate of Registration" shall mean the certificate issued
by the PEZA to an ECOZONE Enterprise upon its

registration.

t. "Date of Registration" shall refer to the date appearing in the
certificate of registration.

XXX XXX XXX

PART VII
Incentives to ECOZONE Enterprises

RULE XIII
Application and Entitlement

XXX XXX XXX \A\

78

79

80

An Act Providing For The Legal Framework And Mechanisms For The Creation, Operation,
Administration, and Coordination Of Special Economic Zones in the Philippines, Creating For This
Purpose, The Philippine Economic Zone Authority (Peza), And For Other Purposes.

An Act Amending Republic Act No. 7916, Otherwise Known As The “Special Economic Zone Act Of
1995.”

Rules And Regulations to Implement Republic Act No. 7916, Otherwise Known as "The Special
Economic Zone Act Of 1995", May 17, 1995,
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Exhibit Ref Documentary Evidence
“pP-34-3” Summary o: wvussing Invoices for 1st quarter of 2018
“P-34-4” Summary of Sold Inventories from 01 January 2018 to 15 March 2018
sourced from 2017 purchases
“p-35” Validation of Inventory for 1st Quarter 2018
“P-35-1” Summary of Local Purchases from 01 January 2018 to 15 March 2018
“p-35-27 Summary of Local Purchases from 16 March 2018 to 29 March 2018
“P-35-3” Summary of Sold Inventories from 16 March 2018 to 31 March 2018 which
come from 2018 purchases
“P-36” Schedule of Sales to Tax Exempt Entities for the period of 02 February 2018
to 26 March 2018

“P-36-1.1, P-36- | Sales Invoices for the period of 02 February 2018 to 26 March 2018
2.1 and P-36-3.1”
“P-36-1.2 to P-36- ; Withdrawal Certificates for the period of 02 February 2018 to 26 March 2018

1.2AD”
“P-36-1.3 to P-36- | Delivery Notes for the period of 02 February 2018 to 26 March 2018
1.3AD”
“P-36-1.4 to P-36- ; Proof of Collection for sales made to tax exempt entities for the period of 02
4.4” Feb 2018 to 26 March 2018

The above pieces of evidence submitted, however, are not enough to
allow the Court to trace the movement of petitioner’s fuel oil inventory using
the first-in, first-out (FIFO) method.®* Petitioner submitted the Official
Register Books only for the month of December 2017.%° To be sure, it should
have provided its properly supported fuel oil inventory record and submitted
the sales invoices and other pertinent documents of all its sales for the 1st
quarter of 2018 for the Court to properly determine that the fuel oil sold to
tax-exempt entities came from the imported lot that petitioner paid for excise
taxes on January 24, 2018,°° January 26, 2018,°" February 1, 2018%® and
March 20, 2018.%? It is also worthy to note that the ICPA reported a significant
number of missing sales invoices for the 1% quarter of 2018.!%

While the sale of 620,000 liters of petroleum products to JX Nippon on
March 31, 2018 may have been amply substantiated as per ICPA verification,
the evidence presented by the petitioner still failed to sufficiently prove that
the same came from petitioner’s importation for which it paid excise taxes on
January 24, 2018, January 26, 2018, February 1, 2018, and March 20, 2018.
As such, the equivalent excise tax thereon amounting to £1,550,000.00'°!
cannot be considered refundable as petitioner fell short in proving compliance
with the third requirement. Consequently, its claim for issuance of tax credit
certificate cannot prosper. “\

% Pursuant to Section 8(b) of Revenue Regulations No. 2-2018.

% Exhibit “P-6”, Docket — Vol. IV, pp. 1521 to 1548.

9% Exhibit “P-33-2.5”, USB marked as Exhibit “P-29-2".

7 Exhibit “P-33-1.5”, USB marked as Exhibit “P-29-2".

% Exhibit “P-33-3.5”, USB marked as Exhibit “P-29-2".

% Exhibit “P-33-4.5”, USB marked as Exhibit “P-29-2".

100 Exhibit “P-34-3”, USB marked as Exhibit “P-29-2”.

191 Computed as follows: [620,000 liters x P2.50 excise tax per liter]



DECISION
CTA Case No. 10250

SL Harbor Bulk Terminal Corporation vs. Commissioner of Internal Revenue

Page 21 of 22

In Coca-Cola Bottlers Philippines, Inc. vs. Commissioner of Internal
Revenue,'% the Supreme Court declared:

On a final note, the Court reiterates its consistent ruling that actions
for tax refund or credit, as in the instant case, are in the nature of a claim for

exemption and the law is not only construed in strictissimi juris against the
taxpayer, but also the pieces of evidence presented entitling a taxpayer

to an exemption is strictissimi scrutinized and must be duly proven. The
burden is on the taxpayer to show that he (or she) has strictly complied with
the conditions for the grant of the tax refund or credit. Since taxes are the
lifeblood of the government, tax laws must be faithfully and strictly
implemented as they are not intended to be liberally construed. xxx
(Emphasis supplied)

Accordingly, it is incumbent upon petitioner to clearly show the factual
basis for claiming that it is entitled to a tax credit which, as discussed above,
it failed to do so in the present case.

In fine, the Court finds that petitioner is not entitled to the tax credit
subject of the present claim.

WHEREFORE, in light of the foregoing considerations, the present
Amended Petition for Review is DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

.
CO N G. - RES
Associate Justice

WE CONCUR:

QV. M 7 ~—
MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN
Associate Justice

MARIA R@ | ODPESTO-SAN PEDRO
sgciate Justice

102 G R. No. 222428, February 19, 2018.
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ATTESTATION

I attest that the conclusions in the above Decision were reached in
consultation before the case was assigned to the writer of the opinion of the
Court’s Division.

MA. BELEN M. RINGPIS-LIBAN

Associate Justice
Division Chairperson

CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to Article VIII, Section 13 of the Constitution and the Division
Chairperson’s Attestation, it is hereby certified that the conclusions in the
above Decision were reached in consultation before the case was assigned to
the writer of the opinion of the Court.

ROMAN G. DBY. ROSARIO
Presiding Justice




